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1 . Continuation of Box 5: 

2. The 35 USC Section 103(a) rejections based on Masaki et al. (JP 10-077308) in 
view of Akihiro et al. (JP H2000-2301 62A1 ) to claims 1 1 and 26 are moot, because 
these claims are cancelled. 

3. Continuation of Box 1 1 : 

4. Applicant's arguments as set forth on pages 7-9 of 08/07/09 amendment are not 
found persuasive for the following reasons: 

(A) The Examiner submits that applicant's arguments relating to the multilayer 
adhesive with no metal hydrate in the outer/exposed surface (i.e. second 
PSA layer being the outermost layer) are not found persuasive, because 
presently claimed invention does not require that the second PSA layer is the 
outermost layer or the exposed layer. 



(B) With respect to applicant's showing of data in the specification (Table 1) in 
order to support applicant's position that the presence of metal hydrate would 
materially change the characteristics of the invention and therefore fall outside 
the scope of "consisting essentially of claim language, the Examiner submits 
that the data pointed to by applicant is not persuasive given that applicant has 
not made proper side-by-side comparison of samples (i.e. sample 1 and sample 
2 each containing PSA with same types and amounts of monomers, but one of 
the samples does not contain metal hydrate). For example, applicant's Example 
2 and Comparative Example 2 both have different monomers. Specifically outer 
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layer of Example 2 contains isooctyl acrylate and acrylic acid, whereas the 
Comparative Example 2 contains n-butylacrylamide, acrylic acid, Irgacure 651, 
and metal hydrate. Therefore, it is not clear whether the metal hydrate is 
responsible for change in the adhesion characteristics of applicant's invention. 
Similar is true for Comparative Example 1 and Example 4. Accordingly, 
applicant's arguments are not found persuasive. 
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